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Appelliinf ic^pcctfullv r-t,qiit,sls rcfoiisidtratiof) ofthj Boaid oi Pn\cn{ Xppealsand 
lntcrlcrcnec<: Decision on Appeal dated JdK 22, 2()KK uadcr 3" t i- R, 4! 5U(h) {2}. Appcilani 
bciicxcs ihc Ikwt! tnisappfchcndcd ortnerittokcd Ihe foNowiui.' pomis m rciulcnng their 
dt'Cision. 



Ihc t ejection of < hums 1-23 under 35 I ..S.C . 102{h> as betHjj anticipated by 
GuUerman ct al. {V\ O 91/14231 

Umm 1 

I lie? Boaid Til lenden^ig deci-^ion tnisapp!t;!^(^^d-^ the ieatuies o! ciaiiii 1 
1 he standaid h> ^\h!ch the BoasdN llrdir^s must he suppoited is substantial cxidenee L) 
wkorzah '27 1 id P^d-^. r^6^)(ii.tl (. ir 2(i{!{}) ■"SubsianhaKv. ulcfKc ts siMnethnu' ies-- than 
the wcijihi of the csidenee but moic ihaa a hkic seiaulki of e^ itkn».c " -'jili a reasonable ninul 
nnifht at. (.opt the ex uienee Js adequate io suppott the i^-ctual Lot!ekis\)t)s duwn hs the Boaui 
then we mast uphold the Boajd's dctetmuiation " "Substantia! e\ idcnce" fcquiiement dei !\es 
trom APA Inek.ihn \ ">d ^>"'~ 98 S (Fed On ^t)t)6) 

{ iasni 1 lequfies the featutes ol "ueci\inii huni a market pattiLjpant addttiona! 
aggiegdte quntL- tliat are d'^plav able as 'a-adrng intei esi in a sL'Ciint\ hut n<U being 
altnhutahk- to an\ maikct participant ()Utt>_} nr-.n Joes iiut 'inticp'-ji^ at Ica^t this fcatute of claim 

CfiSHHt OS- MS!) f\(.B\ 1 i-S \\f« i-il (^<, 
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i . Appellaiu's ufKiersUuuitfig of the Board's dec!j;ioTi is ihat, iti essence, (.jultertiuut does not 
dt-scribt; this feature, but the maintains the ajilicipation rejeciioji based on iht-ir reading of 
atit.horities thai have addj'csscd so caliod ''descriptive rniuerial." 

Chun I requires a nove! step in a method of iTtanayiny quotes of; "receiving by the server 
eoniptiter system from eiient systems . ,. addittona! aggregate quotes ... being qtiotes that are 
dispiayabie on dispiays of eiient systents, as trading itueresi in a security, but not being 
attributable to any market participant.'' The Board has not given ihesc leatitres any patentable 
weight analogizing the features to, e.g., a song. 

Unlike a song, which does nf)t al'tect operation of a nutchinc, here in the proecss of 
managing qtiotes, tite server system nxLisv be capable of ideiUifyivtg these types of received qiiotes 
as dispiayable, non-attributable interest. Therelbre. the instaictiorts implicit in computer 
programs operating Oii lite claimed server comptjlers nmst be dtfferertt in at least this respect 
tVom analogous instructions in computer programs of Ciuttemian, which docs noi describe this 
type ofqi-tote. b..\.actly how the server inanages these quotes is ntit required to be recited when 
the only cited relerenee does not describe the critical leature />£'/• .se. 

J; ?i p?^ r^i J .57.1 pi0?.$rTJ y. . n 
Notwithstanding that the {'itittenrian demonstratively does not teach the claimed feature, 
the Board reaches its conclusion oit anticipation based oti an improper reading of the law 
regarding tton-funetional descriptive material. The Board stated; 

That "aggregate quHtes" t-efer t(> it tontottt of ittforniatioB is tvidt'iiced 
by (he fact {hat tin- Spt'cificatkm exeinptitk's an aggrogaie quote sts it 
n»mht>r <.s€c 1 2~2'>. e.g., "3,(HKi"). In aur vitw. sitch an alleged 

(iistiociion - that the .Appeliiittis itavi' drawn thcii' ciititited invciiftoti lo 
"i»ggt"i.'g:tte tjiiotL'.s" and not to .some other type iitf'ormaf toi! - is not 
puteiitahh consfqiit'nliat. It is n distiitetion tjased on tiie desfripiive 
Hiaf erkti !)dt)g leceivTd and dt.spl<iy«;d," .\ppei!a»f coi>(<'»ds (fiat aii of the 
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ie.Mints must be »hcn p,iKiiiiih!o weiciif wfitii ihost kMtuus atlocf fJu 

1 ifM the Boaid did noi .nakc an\ iindmgs potiauun^ t(i was ths.\ cousidcfod ' KCCiMnii 
bv iho sen ci tonipuit'i s\sfvni Irom l hciu s\s[(.nis txWiuojidi ig^iug iLc quok's bemg 
quotsLS ihaLafL disjiLnobis. un dt<-p vjssoi ch<.nl -^sskn s. as trading tniLie'^i in a strcunls bui not 
Ix'jng at*i-butabie <in> markel pai iJLipani,' as non-!uiKiKfnal desci ipln c mata lal thu>. 
sjt)Sat!ru> lliL Mib-.tantia! cvidcjKc ruk 

Iho cxamuic! ]ikc\\fsc did rot uiakc otn tindmas of ia^.t Ihc cxamuici mctc!^ sutcd a 
(.oncluMOE! I!(mo\Cf the«,\un!nei ^ Lunclusnrs icasouiKi^ is at odds ^\ itlUho Boaul s v k\s nj 
the iekK'ixc uhich does not appear to igroe with Uk' cvaminct that «.a.tici nasi teaches the ciann 
Icatuic. rtut nisicad .s hfised on the SkviuFs mcw fhat tbe\ eau ii;ix>ie the eknnicd leaiuic 

Seeond the cases tcbLd on b\ the Bo\rd ^uhe) do not suppoit the ie<.isonii!L< ot the Boatd 
^s tpplicd to thes^ ekunis. ot n e disttnguishabk'' on thea ^)^.ts J 'je (e Ui.ic ot 5uei\n"i;'b\ tlic 
se!\e! computoT sssteni h mu chcnt •^s stems addiuotu-J agajoaatc quoies bcmis quotes that 
ait displa"i abie on lisbpLws iil their sjsrwms, ab Ttading intttest m a botnutx bn£ not heu^sg 
atlnhutabie to an\ niaiket ]MUiCijVint ' t<- dife<.tLd to liiii^.iH'inai nktltnak a-> in / ^aw i 

1 Linnna: fiisi to \c;</', lehed on b\ the Boatd, \ 3Ui dealt wixh a i- !t tcqinting mstj ui,iions 
and a buffet a:>ent j he f udeial « ttcutt livid taat thi, elat'n was anjetjated b\ a ptioi att 
lefctetiee th^n taii*;ht a kit that uuhtded tnstjue^Hms atul a bttilei aactit. even Though the eontetit 
o{ tbu itistMicnot!'- d tti-tcd 



' t.>eciHiOii p. ?s. 

\^ tO! iumial findnii!-. the h"xd st.tica <>■ ihe jntKip^ttioii qucstio);, \\c adopt aU u1 the i x^imtnci's tsndin^^ as 
>^Ui u\\n \Eis 5-^', Addti!i>iiai ttudjtiii^ of tatt nta^ appear m litc \iial\s3A ^luit toiiovs. i WisiOii p. 3 

SpccifijdO} ixs Ki da)tn t, ( lUiTcrmai) ct ai dist^io^^o a nit-ftK'd, i,'vv.\iiscd nt a t>.imputcr.^^.i\cr .^\-icni 'tt an 
cL\iroi;K niai'kcl, Ji>i itiati winu quoins a VvUiUx. the tnotiiud ,;>Hnpi!sing- 

tjvvi\!!'f h\ the scnoi'(.i)n;piKin s\Mt.-f(i h.^n (.hunt s\-:c!ns iis^i^ b> nirtrkjt pattRinanu, addihinial a^-'fic-iMtJ 
cjLKites, the joditioiwi Ji;s>ieg'itc quiiEc- hj\ !nt> a m/c x alue n lih the addiuoridi ay;s:!C!iasc quotes beinu quoits That 'ire 
dis;ii'i_\ahle en dispia\s client sjsren";-, fading tntciest m 'i -.c^uotv hut mit Kms: jftn^utal-'k' lu an\ market 
patiicipaiit (st,e page ], paragraphs 1 and i, p.-gc n, pasagr-zph^ ^ through pags, par-zgraph and pagv paragraph 3 
ihiough parigiaph J on vagc ] i. and p^zgcv 14- ■ 6) 

t'ateniabie \<.c5glH iK'cd not iif gi\cn to dcs(.np!i\c nnttna! jKcm a iLniefionai rolai'Otisjiip !->eK\t'cn itiC dts^nptivt 
inaicna! and thv sisbstiaSx.' dKTc itiC t >input(.r s^sicni aid <>i di>pia\) t>c(.is!oiip <> 
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& Airte Oirn' dealt with "wellness-related sei^vices." In CJ'urrv the Board held that the 
claims xvould have heeji obvious, even though the specific vvehncss- related data were noi taught 
or suggested by the cited prior an.. Accojxiing to liic Board, "'the "wollncss-rclafcd data in the 
databases . . . does not functionally change either the data storage system or eoniotunication 
system used in the method of claim 81."' 

Neither case applies to the present claims. Ngai is distinguishable from the present 
appiicalion because unhke the kit in Ngai, claim I requires "reeeiving by the server computer 
.system irofn client systems ... additional aggregate quotes ... . in the context of a computer 
impicmcnied method, Ih-slikc {he present appiicaUfin, the instrucfifins in iVgai did nfit al'lect any 
of the structures etnbodied by the claims iior was the kit directed to a computer sysletn or the 
like. 

Curry is while cio.ser, since it relates to eoinpuier Implemenied methods, is also 
di.stingui.shable because untikL- the sitiiation where wellness data is the drstinguishing feature, in 
ihc instant claims the feattirc oJ'the ''additional aggregate quotes ... being qiiotcs that are 
displayable on displays of client systems, as trading interest in a security, but not being 
attributable to any market partieipant 'Impose a require on the claimed managing by the server 
of insuring thai the quotes are displayed, as in tiutteriTian, but not displayed with any attribution , 
which is clearly not tau^ht by (iutlenrian. Tiiis provides a significant advantage to [he market by 
presenting depth lo the market, improving nuirket liiiiudity and transparency while mmitnizing 
disclosure of identity of trading interest which should encourage greater quote and ortier 
display,"' 

The Federal Circitii in ./// re Lomy, 32 F,3d 1579, 32 US.P02d 1031 (.Fed. Cir. 1994) also 
relied on by the Board, set fbrih guidelines to be applied by the patetii office in evaluating of 
descriptive material generally, and in particular to claims directed to data structures. 1 he Federal 
(."'ircuit rioted that; '1...owjy dj.sel.o.sed a data stnunure accessible by marry different application 
programs. Lowry's data structure was based upon the '.Attributive data model.' The .■■'\ttributivt.- 



..■\ppf!ianf i sncciiiCiUion p. 2. 
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d:na nuxlei represents conipiex infonn:nion in leans of alfribuies and relalioiisinps between 
atiribiues," /..f>H7T i- ,3d ai 1582. 

!n revei'sing. a printed matter rejection from the I:ioard, leased on Cuilack,'" fhc Federal 



More than mere abstraction, tlie data stritctures are speeifie 
electrical or magnetie *1584 strucinrai eicmenLs in a mctnory. 
Aceofding to Lowry, the data struetures provide tangible benefits; 
data stored in accordance witl^ the claimed data slrnctiires are more 
easily accessed, sivired, and erased. Ltnvry further notes thai, 
itnlike prior art data structures, L.owry's data structures 
simidianconsly represctit cotnplcN, data aceuraiciy and enable 
povverfu! nested operations, in short, l.own's data stniciures are 
physical entities thai provide increased elTlciency in computer 
operation. They are not analogous to printed matter. The Board 
is not at iiberty to ignore such limitations. 

As in Lawry, the features of claim 1 are not akin to printed matter or an abstraction or 
mere descriptive material at least becatjse the fimction ofthe feature '"receiving by the server 
computer system from client systetris ... additional aggregate quotes ... being quotes that arc 
displayable on displays of client systems, as trading interest in a security, but nol being 
attributable to any market pariicipani "intposes a requirement, through novel coiitpiiter 
instructions in the server not described by or inherent in Guttcrman, on managing f if quotes by 
the server. Thus, under Lov.rw the Board is rtoi at liberty to ign.ore these limitations, 

1 he nature of the materia! received in Claim L namely, "quotes that are displayable on 
displays of client systents, as trading interest in a security, but not being attributable to afiy 
market participant "is different from what Ciutterman teaches. 

The Board concluded that; "In that I'cgard, the Appellants have not cotne forward with 
evidence sufficient to shi>w that the structure of the computer and/or display arc functionally 



" li? rv GnLu-k. TOJ h.'ld L>S 1 . 1 ( 1 Csr. I '.^N ^ i in L<yir,_r, the i cdcral C ircuil qucsMuncii Uic applicabs lity oi' 
pnnicd siuiitt-r i%pv of rvjccStoiis io con pau-r n.'kui:d nncniioii:.. 
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ailected by Thetn providiiig, specifta-iHy, 'aggregaie quotes."" The presence of a fuiicfioBal 
reUuionship is expressed slated in ciaim K but has been ovciiouked by the Board in rendering its 
decisioti. 

Unlike the situation of a merely storing in digita! form, a soiig which clearly has no 
functional conient per se, here claim 1 in a claim directed to managing receised quotes in an 
electronic market has imposed upon the server feature of the ciaitn, a functional iiniiiation from 
the received quotes to insure that the piirtictflar types of received quotes are dispiayable on 
displays ofclient systems, but not aLlributabie io any market f>articipani. The novei computer 
instructions thcrcfbrc implicit in such a computer impicmentcd method vvoiiid need to consider 
tlie fornjat by wlnclt tliese quotes are received to detennitie xvlKnlter snch Dovel restrictions were 
imposed on the qucne during management of the quotes by the server. 

Therefore, tlie skilled person would cotisuN Appellant's specificatior) to properly construe 
the claimed featiire and would tnid in RCi. 2 and FIG. 7, the existence ofsuch in.structions and 
an entry format for quotes that provided a functional rclatioiiship to the claiTncd quote 
management. So, while not importing these hmitations into the claim, it would be evident, when 
the claitns are properly construed by reference to the Appellant's Specification, that there were 
functiovial differences among the three different types of quotes that would need to be taken into 
consideration by a server computer system thai vvas managing the quotes. 

Claim 2 

t lann 2 tcquues the t^aturc "icc^tsmg, b\ i \c ^ct\ct i^onipuiei s^slcm, tjuoie^ fioni 
c iicnt s\ sKni'- used by mai ket partKU^ant^ that xc dispia\ahk quotes and auubutable to 
coiTcsponduig ones ot die market participants " Tot ckun. 2. the Boaid tcheii on then reasoning 
regatdmg clann 1 Howeve:, a•^ with clann 1, the Boatd nupiopetK consttued this leatuie 

t hum 2 imposes upon the tlamied nKtliod ol managing quotes an addstu^nii luntttonal 
constiauu rameK, to msuie th.at the>c isp<.s o! retv-ivcd quotes an. d^spiavabic on displavs ul 
t-ltent systems, and ase di-,pla>ed with aUnhutSiin to the partRular ma: ket participant 1 he novel 



Decision p. 7 
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oonipuiei inNtmfUofis iheieibre tJiipHcti in sucii j c<i)npnicr tfupk'iiionied tnotluul uj'2 sutitld 
need 10 consider the format In \\hit.h those c|UiHLS ;ire !eeci\ed to deicrmine whether or not the 
no\el restriehoiis x\erc imposed on the quotes during niantUUMnenf of the quotes h\ fhc serxcr 



Claim 3 requires the feature; "receiving, by the server computer system, quotes from 
ehent systems that Lire resen c quotes, w hich ase neither dispLi^ahk- quotes nor atirihutabie to 
fiktrket pajiJLipanis, hut :ne as.ijLible as tjadfii!.' hqtudnv in thc" seeuntv." Foi elami 3, llic Boaul 
rehed on thetr reasoning rejiarding elami I . 

IltH^exer, as \M\h daim !, the Board improper!} Oiinstrued this feaiuiv. CSaun unposes 
upon the elaimcd incthod of manacinp quoies ;in addrnonai iunetionul eonsitauit. namcK, to 
uisure that these {>pes ot'i'eccued qu>>tes are neither displ;i>ed nor attributed to a mai'ket 
paiueipani. f'he sunei eonjpLtk-i iUsuueuons tiieietbte ftnphcit in SLteii a con-ipuler inipiemenied 
method oi'uoiJid need to consider the format h\ whieh these quotes are reeencd to determine 
v\lieihef oi iii't the tuuel tesLnetions \\eje uijpoied ou the quotes dunng iuauaizemefU tif the 
quotes by the server. 



The Board stated: 'The Appeliaiits argue elaints 4-7 as a group (App, Br. tS). We scieet 
ciaim 4 as the representative claim for this group, and the remaining eiaims 5-7 stand or fal! with 
claim 4. 37 C.F.R. 4 ! .37tc)(n(vii) (2007)." 37 Cf .R. 41.37{cKlKvii) {2006). xvhiel? was in 
efleei at the time the brief was tiled, staled in pertinent part: 



V.'dch ground of reject ioi^ must be treated under a separate 
heading. For each ground of rejection applying to two ov more 
eiaiftis, the eiaims mas' be argued separately or as a group. When 
multiple elaitns subjeet to the same ground of rejection arc argued 
as a gi'oup by appellant, the ik>ard iriay select a single elaiiTi iVom 
the group of eiaims that are ai'gtied together to decide the appeal 
w ith respeet to the groLip of claims as to the gj'ound ot'rejeeiion on 
the basis of the selected claim alone. *** 



Claims 4-7 
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Tfie Board overlooked in Uieir reading of Appelkinrs brteCihai. Af;){;>e)Jani .did 
claims 4-1 as a gnuip. Instead, Appellant staled that " Hach of the ciaims in this group deilnes 
?;y.!^?J.nct subjcc^^^^ and A ppcnaut presented individual arguments for 

elainis 4, 5 and 7. 

37 C.F.R.. 41 ,37(e)(lj{vii} (2006^, states that the claims may be argued separately or as a 
group and vvheri argued as a group the Board may select a single ciaifn. Appellant did not argue 
these ehiims as a group. Appellant merely grouped four claims that shtjred a common rejection 
together, hul argued those claims individually. Having not argued the claims as a group, the 
Board's decision lo select only claini 4 was improper, 'll-icrcforc Appellant presents below 
siibstantive argujnerns on reeojisideraiion of claims 4, 5 and 7. 

Ckimi 

Claim 4 requires the feature; "determining, by the server computer system, total 
aggregate quote sizes cif ctisplayable qn<He$ received from market participants." For claim 4, the 
Board relied on their reasoning regardirsg eiairn 1 . Mtuvever, as widi claim 1, the Btjard 
improperly construed this feature. 

(laim 4 imposes tipon the claimed nteihod of claim 2, of managing quotes an additional 
functional constraint, namely, to aggregate both types (^f received quotes attributable and non- 
attributable. The novel conipuier instructions therefore tfnplicii. in such a compnter implenieftted 
method of would need to consider the formal by which these quotes are received to determine 
whether oj'not the novel restrictions were imposed on the quotes dining management of the 
quotes by the server and have the aggregate numbers reflect these totals, whereas the display of 
the quotes would only have those quotes that are attributable. 

Claim 5 

(."latfTi 5 further includes "deterniining the total aggregate quote sizes by additig received 
quotes and additional aggregate quotes received for the security at corresponding price levels to 



't^rid'on AppcyLp. Ifsjhu: \9. 
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pto\ idt.- the lotjl .i^f^re^ ak' quoie si/es at tMch tht.- tonospotidajy pnoc kneK .itHi displ is nu' 
the alinbtiUtbic quoic-N Hi an adxLitisomcnL poition oi a qLiOto monttgc ' 

I Board did noi ;iK'sont an\ ioas<>n!ng jo) cJaitn <)pau {"om ik i chain c on ^laim 4, 
sxhich a> \ppcljaiK jioiiikd out abu\t\ o\C!.uokcd \]ipcilant s cLaf slakmcnl that the (.[aims 
s\LK' ai;:uod indiMdjaJh and ntH a i!u>np Thcictuic this ^.Unni i^, not anlK ipatod when 
ptopctK con<^ttits.d foi ^oa-^on*: '-taicd in Appv.llai!t*s bnct<: 



i Lnni 7 hmhci hmUs cLMtn S and tcqnnes "disp!a\ m^i the aUnhuiahiL quoie in acunent 
qn<>ic s\!nd(m am! adchlif^nai a^'yjoyatc qiuHo m an ai|gtoa..Ut, uMidow 

1 hf Boatd did nut pfCsCiU ain ioa^ontnc toi t!)is claim afait isom Us tchaiioc ciaun 4, 
s\]\!Ui as Xppt-Uanl poirted out abn\o, ovcf ii)i>kod \ppol]<int"s <k\n siatemonl that the tlaans <tii 
aiQiit-d indiv iduahs and uut as a gtoup f hcicfoic. this i.!ain! is not anticipated \shcn ptopci h 
construed for re:ai;ons stated in Appdlant'?^ briefe, 

Clahiis 8 and 9 

Appeliant's claim 9 when all of the features are according patentable weight, as argued 
above distinguishes over Gimernian because the reference does not describe "displaying In a first 
montage, the quote if it is displayable and disphiying in a different portion of the montage the 
total aggregate quote size." 

<}i!Uennar do,.s ]i,>i mcladi. a total aggtegaie quote si/c. as ihai. lenn should be LO-istiued 
bs thj Boafd (iJttcrman dtti.^ ntst describe d the quote is displa>abL, displa\ini: a dift^ti-ni 
pottion oi the inontagc tht. UHal a§:£,regatc quou sve " 



'\ppe laut's elann \2 iiieludes oxet-uiinvf addttion<il a^'i'ie^Mte quateh and reser\e (jiioies 
to aii> baianee of the osdet to cxccuIl the balance oftbo oidci Uuttenivm docs not dt.scnlx 
these ieaLuicb x\hcn puiptrh constiaed, h>i leasons gAcn aboxc 
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Claims i3. 14. and 17 

\ppe Lm{\ cldim 1 •> is rcprcsenUit!\e u this group t ! um \ i dnccted to dn ein. ironic 
niiitkct iof {Kkling sotMitios The tnai'kof ini.!iuic^ plui'ahu o{ o'.icnt sialuin^ ioi oincufi'' 
quotes iot SLXuutiCs sp^.c!l>!nu a pnti. L\>.> and a quotu. ss/c, w >tU Uio quotes bs.in« quotes that 
arc displavablo and a£lnbutaS">\' ui a speoslk iP.atlct puilKqMuT addftional ag^te^ate quotes 
thai ate dispLixable bin noi attniuiLihle to a sy>ecitic snatkei pauit^ipaiu i !)t.' niatkct also 
includes a --ene! putcest, that ictcnes the quoks luim the clKiit'-, iggiegatcs the qufUes, and 
<.au-,es U'tals oi aL'gitifate quotes (oi a pkiiahly ot pi.ce lextK to he dispiased on the Liieul 
systems. 

(niTtennaK di>es uo\ dcsvnbe thes.. katutes wlicu ptuped}. eo jstjued. tui je is<.nis tji\i.5i 

above. 



<"!atfn 15 is directed to an eSectronie market in which aggregated quotes are "displayed in 
a graphical user interlace thai includes an aggregate montage for dispfaymg aggregate quotes at 
nuikiple price levels on eiiher side oi'lhe market.'' ("iutienvian. does not describe such, a montage. 

{.iutterman does iiot describe these features when propeiiy construed, for reasoiis given 

above. 

Claims 1 8 and 19 

For the purposes ol'tbis appeal only, claims 18 and 19 stand or tali togctbcr. Appellant's 
claim IS is representative of this group of claims. 

AppeHanfs ckdm 1 8 is directed to a client station lor entering quotes lor securities. The 
chem staii<>n includes a display rendering a graphical user interface at which quotes can be 
entered at a price level, fhe interlace includes c<,\ntT;ds 

being dispiayable and aitrihutahie to a specific market participan t, a reserve quote, having a size, 
tlie reserve quote being neither displayabic nor attributable to a speci lie market participant, and 
an additional aggregate quote, having a size that is displayabic but nor attributable to a specilie 
market participant. 



Claim i5 
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Chittetman does not inciiuie or suggest the foregoing features and the requ tteraent that the 
inter tact- inoludes controls to enter a qiiole havina; a size, ihe quote heinti dispiayahle and 
(flA!j.l;!!lUii?JA;.l9..);l.-!^n^ disiingi-tishes over the amingcmcni described by 

Ciutiernian foe reasons given above. In particular the provision of cotUiols to etuer a quote tiiat is 
dispiayable and attrtbuiable to a specific market participant, a reserve quote . ,. being, neither 
dispiayabie nor aiiributable ... and an additional atfgregate quote, having a size thai is 
dispiayable but not utfribuiable to a speciHc market participant imposes a further functional 
relationship on ihe elainied slaiion. 

Claims 20-23 

Claim 20 is directed to a graphical user interface for an elccfronic market for trading 
prod!.tets. The graphica! liser inierlitee iiiclu-des an aggregation window wlneli disphiys 
additional aggregate quotes lor a plurality of price levels of a produci traded in the market, the 
aggregate quotes including quotes that are auributable to market participaitts and quotes tiuu are 
dispiayable quotes but are not attributable to any market participants. Gutterman does not 
describe these features when properly construed, for reasons given above. 

Conclusion 

Thetefore. recoj^suleraiion b) the Board of then' decision is rospceijulK teqtjested. No 
fees ure due i'icasc apply an\ charges or ciedils to Deposit Account \o. 06- 1 05{). 

Rcspecuu.lly sitbmttted. 

Hate' September 2 K 20K) 1)eni,>(T. Malone\ 

Denis 0. Maloney 
Res. No. 29,67{i ' 
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